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Table 1 Soil available N, available P, exchangeable K, and light transmittance in fields under different fertilization treatments

b 1/20M OM NPK NP NK PK CK
AN (mg/kg) 13.4+0.8 10.8+1.1 12.3+0.4 13.8+1.0 18.7+0.9 42404 43+0.8
% P (mg/kg) 17.4+4.3 24.3+4.4 11.8+3.1 11.7£0.9 2.620.1 30.242.0 3.540.2
R K (mg/kg) 152+18 163+9 148+16 40+4 243+10 222+11 60+13

FEICE (%) 20.0+0.7 20.8+3.2 25.5+5.8 35.3+1.8 48.2+2.0 36.6+3.3 43.4+3 4
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Table 2 Weed species and their densities in fields under different fertilization treatments

BE (H/m’)

1/20M oM NPK NP NK PK CK
P 0.9 0.6 2.5 1 252 0.6 7
i e 1.2 0.6 38 1.2 0.1 0.1 12
FTidE 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.3
BRI 1.5 1.8 3 22 0.2 0.9 0.4
s 0.8 1.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2
ik o 6 0.8 3 2.5 1.8
Ak T 19.5 8.8 315 12.1 53.7 18.9 1433
Te 3% 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1
A J 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.2 1.7 0.1
P 43 34
T 23 2.6 5 15 87.9
LS 1.8 1.2 1.6 2.5 12 6.1
ERIE 0.2 23 1.8
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Fig. 1 PCA ordination diagram of 10 weed species
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Fig.2 PCA ordination diagram of weed communities in 28 experimental plots
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EFFECT OF LONG-TERM FERTILIZATIONS ON COMPOSITION
OF WEED COMMUNITIES IN MAIZE FIELD

YIN Li-chu  CAI Zu-cong

( Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210008 )

Abstract

composition of weed communities in maize field. The results show that no significant difference was observed in

Plot trials were carried out to study effects of different patterns of long-term fertilization on

composition of weed communities between plots receiving balanced NPK fertilization of organic manure or chemical
fertilizer. In plots without P application changes in composition of weed communities were obvious and so was the case
in plots without N application, though not so obvious as it was with the former. In plots without K application, however,
composition of the weed communities remained almost unchanged. PCA analysis indicated that soil available P was the
most important factor affecting composition of weed communities, and followed by soil available N.
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